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Detailed Action 



Claims 1-44 are pending in this Office Action. 



Oath/Declaration 



The oath or declaration is defective. A new oath or declaration in compliance with 37 
CFR 1 .67(a) identifying this application by application number and filing date is required. See 
MPEP§§ 602.01 and 602.02. 

The oath or declaration is defective because: 

The application number for the provisional application on page 2 of the oath and 
declaration is invalid. The number should be 60/217,595 instead of 06/217,595. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Page 1, first paragraph of the specification there are blank spaces after application serial numbers 
on lines 8 and 12. These spaces need to be filled in or deleted. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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Claim 4, 6, 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 4 recites the limitation "the customer system" in claim 4, line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Does applicant mean internet 
customer access system or a separate entity the customer operates from? 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "the customer identification unit" in claim 6, line 2. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "the cookie" on page 28, line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 1 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis. 

Regarding claim 1, an internet customer access system (Ellis: col. 4, lines 46-65) comprising: 
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a redirect receiving unit for generating a request for a capacity determination for a web 
site (Ellis: col. 7, lines 23-27); 

a capacity determination unit for determining if the web site has capacity to handle an 
additional customer (Ellis: col. 7, lines 23-41); 

a notification unit for notifying the customer if the web site currently has insufficient 
capacity (Ellis: col. 7, lines 43-44); and 

a redirect unit for redirecting the customer to the web site if sufficient capacity is found 
(Ellis: col. 7 5 lines 39-43). 

Regarding claim 21, a method for regulating access to a web site (Ellis: col. 4, lines 46-65), the 
method comprising the steps of: 

receiving a web site access request (Ellis: col. 7, lines 23-27); 

determining whether the web site has sufficient capacity to accommodate a customer 
(Ellis: col. 7, lines 23-41); 

redirecting the customer to the web site if sufficient capacity is found (Ellis: col. 7, lines 
39-43); and 

notifying the customer if insufficient capacity is found (Ellis: col. 7, lines 43-44). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2-3, 11-13, 20, 22, 29, 33, 36, 37, 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis in view of U.S. Patent No 
6,134,584 by Chang et al 

Claims 4-8, 14-18, 23-26, 28, 32, 39, 41-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis in view of U.S. Patent No 
6,134,584 by Chang et al in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,625,643 by Colby et al. 

Claims 9-10, 30, 31, 34, 35, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis in view of U.S. Patent No 
6,134,584 by Chang et al in further view of U.S. Patent No 4,788,715 by Lee. 
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Claims 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis in view of U.S. Patent No 6,134,584 by Chang et al in further 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,625,643 by Colby et al in further view of U.S. Patent No 4,788,715 
by Lee. 

Claims 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No 6,484,257 issued to Ellis in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,625,643 by Colby et al in further 
view of U.S. Patent No 6,134,584 by Chang et al. 

Regarding claim 2, 

The Ellis reference teaches an internet customer access system that redirects, determines 
capacity, and provides notifications. 

The Ellis reference does not explicitly state scheduling access of the customer to the web 

site. 

The Chang reference teaches wherein the notification unit comprises a scheduling 
processor for scheduling access of the customer to the web site (Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31). 

The Chang reference further teaches the system allows downloads and accesses at later 
specified times when rates are lower or traffic is reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, lines 
64-67) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis while employing 
scheduling of access as taught by Chang in order to specify a time to access or download when 
traffic or rates are reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, liens 64-67). 

Claims 3, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections 
set fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings 
of Ellis and Chang et al. 

Regarding claim 3, the internet customer access system of claim 2, further comprising a 
customer identification unit for determining whether a customer has scheduled access to a web 
sited (Ellis: col. 6, lines 39-43). 
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Regarding claim 1 1, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
comprises means for notifying a customer that the site is full (Chang: col. 6, lines 27-33). 

Regarding claim 12, the internet customer access system of claim 1, wherein the notification unit 
comprises means for notifying a customer that replay options are available (Chang: col. 6, lines 
27-33; Figure 2A). 

Regarding claim 4, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach the internet customer access system of claim 2 
where by server and agents utilize session keys with the client (Session keys are often stored in 
cookies). 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state wherein the scheduling processor 
comprises means for attaching a tag to the customer system. 

The Colby reference teaches the scheduling processor comprises means for attaching a 
tag to the customer system (Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 

The Colby reference further teaches this invention overcomes problems with no control 
over who accesses a stream or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis and Chang while 
attaching a tag to the customer as taught by Colby in order to control who access a stream or logs 
into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8). 

Claims 5-8 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, 
the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Ellis, 
Chang et al, and Colby et al. 

Regarding claim 5, the internet customer access system of Claim 4, wherein the tag 
comprises an encrypted (Ellis: col. 7, lines 47-62) cookie (Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 

Regarding claim 6, the internet customer access system of claim 4, wherein the customer 
identification unit comprises means for detecting the tag on the customer system (Colby: col. 26, 
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lines 31-35, col. 27, lines 7-13) and means for removing the tag from the customer system 
(Colby: col. 27, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 7, the internet customer access system of claim 3, wherein the 
notification unit comprises an update processor for informing a customer access system already 
possessing a tag of current accessibility status (Ellis: col. 10, lines 41-51; successful login and 
session key exchange but insufficient resources). 

Regarding claim 8, the internet customer access system of claim 2, wherein the 
scheduling processor comprises means for providing appointment slots (Chang: col. 3, lines 42- 
45, col. 4, lines 7-11). 

Regarding claim 9, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach the internet customer access system of claim 3 with 
scheduling. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state the scheduling processor comprises 
means for providing the customer with a position in a queue and means for providing an 
estimated service time. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein the scheduling processor comprises means for 
providing the customer with a position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41) and means for 
providing an estimated service time (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait or opt to have a call returned (Lee: col. 1 , lines 24-40; col. 2, 
lines 11-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis and Chang while 
placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in order to 
allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 1 1-16). 
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Claim 10 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Ellis, 
Chang et al, and Lee. 

Regarding claim 10, The internet customer system of claim 9, wherein the notification unit 
comprises means for providing a customer with an updated place in the queue (Lee: col. 6, lines 
20-26). 

Regarding claim 13, 

The Ellis reference teaches an internet customer access system (Ellis: col. 4, lines 56-65) 
comprising: 

a capacity determination unit for determining if the web site has the capacity to handle an 
additional customer (Ellis: col. 7, lines 23-41); and 

a customer identification unit for determining whether the customer has scheduled access 
to the web site (Ellis: col. 6, lines 39-43). 

The Ellis reference does not explicitly state a scheduling processor for scheduling access 
of the customer to the web site if the capacity determination unit indicates that no current 
capacity exists. 

The Chang reference teaches a scheduling processor for scheduling access of the 
customer to the web site if the capacity determination unit indicates that no current capacity 
exists (Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31). 

The Chang reference further teaches the system allows downloads and accesses at later 
specified times when rates are lower or traffic is reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, lines 
64-67). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis while employing 
scheduling of access as taught by Chang in order to specify a time to access or download when 
traffic or rates are reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, liens 64-67). 
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Claim 20 is rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set fourth, the 
examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of Ellis, 
Chang et al. 

Regarding claim 20, the internet customer access system of claim 13, further comprising a 
notification unit having means for notifying a customer that the site is full (Chang: col. 6, lines 
27-33). 

Regarding claim 14, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach the internet customer access system of claim 13 
where by server and agents utilize session keys with the client. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state wherein the scheduling processor 
comprises means for attaching a tag to the customer system. 

The Colby reference teaches the scheduling processor comprises means for attaching a 
tag to the customer system (Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 

The Colby reference further teaches this invention overcomes problems with no control 
over who accesses a stream or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis and Chang while 
attaching a tag to the customer as taught by Colby in order to control who access a stream or logs 
into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8). 

Claims 15-18 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis, Chang et al, and Colby et al. 

Regarding claim 15, the internet customer access system of 14, wherein the tag is an encrypted 
(Ellis: col. 7, lines 47-62) cookie (Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 

Regarding claim 16, the internet customer access system of claim 15, wherein the customer 
identification unit comprises means for detecting the encrypted cookie on the customer system 
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(Colby: col. 26, lines 31-35, col. 27, lines 7-13) and means for removing the tag from the 
customer system (Colby: col. 27, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 17, the internet customer access system of claim 14, further comprising a 
notification unit having an update processor for informing a customer access system already 
possessing a tag of current accessibility status (Ellis: col. 10, lines 41-51). 

Regarding claim 18, the internet customer access system of claim 14, wherein the scheduling 
processor comprises means for providing appointment slots (Chang: col. 3, lines 42-45, col. 4, 
lines 7-11). 

Regarding claim 19, 

The Ellis, Chang, and Colby references teach the internet customer access system of 
claim 14 with scheduling and cookies of sessions. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state the scheduling processor comprises 
means for providing the customer with a position in a queue and means for providing an 
estimated service time. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein the scheduling processor comprises means for 
providing the customer with a position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41) and means for 
providing an estimated service time (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait or opt to have a call returned (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, 
lines 11-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis, Chang, and Colby 
while placing the customer in a queue and providing estimated service time as taught by Lee in 
order to allow the customer to make informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 11- 
16). 



Regarding claim 23, 
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The Ellis reference teaches a method for regulating access to a web site (Ellis: col. 4, 
lines 56-65) with sessions. 

The Ellis reference does not explicitly state determining whether the customer has a tag. 

The Colby reference teaches determining whether the customer has a tag (Colby: col. 27, 
lines 7-18). 

The Colby reference further teaches this invention overcomes problems with no control 
over who accesses a stream or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create a method for regulating access to a web site as taught by Ellis while 
employing a tag to the customer as taught by Colby in order to control who access a stream or 
logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8). 

Claims 24-26, 28 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis and Colby et al. 

Regarding claim 24, the method of claim 23, further comprising determining whether the tag is 
valid (Colby: col. 26, lines 30-35). 

Regarding claim 25, the method of claim 24, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if the tag is valid (Ellis: col. 7, lines 39-47; Colby: col. 27, lines 17-18). 

Regarding claim 26, the method of claim 22, further comprising determining if the tag is expired 
(Ellis: col. 27, lines 7-18). 

Regarding claim 28, the method of claim 21, wherein redirecting the customer to the web site 
comprises the steps of determining if the customer has a tag and removing the tag if present 
(Colby: col. 27, lines 14-16). 

Regarding claim 27, 
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The Ellis and Colby reference teach the method of claim 26 of regulating access to a 
website with tags providing the customer with an updated status if the cookie is not expired 
(Ellis: col. 10, lines 41-51). 

The Ellis and Colby references do not disclose performing scheduling operations if the 
tag is expired. 

The Chang reference teaches performing scheduling operations if the tag is expired 
(Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31). 

The Chang reference further teaches the system allows downloads and accesses at later 
specified times when rates are lower or traffic is reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, lines 
64-67) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the method for regulating access to a website with tags as taught by Ellis and 
Colby while employing scheduling of access as taught by Chang in order to specify a time to 
access or download when traffic or rates are reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, liens 64- 
67). 

Regarding claim 22, 

The Ellis reference teaches regulating access to a website method of claim 21. 

The Ellis reference teaches providing notification if resources are not found (Ellis: col. 7, 
lines 43-44) but does not explicitly disclose comprising notifying the customer that replay 
options are available. 

The Chang reference teaches notifying the customer that replay options are available 
(Chang: col. 6, lines 27-33; Figure 2A). 

The Chang reference further teaches the system allows downloads and accesses at later 
specified times when rates are lower or traffic is reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, lines 
64-67) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the method for regulating access to a website as taught by Ellis while 
notifying the customer that replay options are available as taught by Chang in order to specify a 
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time to access or download when traffic or rates are reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, 
liens 64-67). 

Claim 29, 33 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis and Chang et al. 

Regarding claim 29, the method of claim 21, further comprising scheduling customer access if 
insufficient capacity is found (Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31). 

Regarding claim 33, the method of claim 29, further comprising determining whether a visitor 
has previously scheduled access to the web site (Ellis: col 6, lines 39-43). 

Regarding claim 30, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach a method of regulating access to a website. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state wherein scheduling comprises 
providing the customer with a position in a queue. 

The Lee reference teaches wherein scheduling comprises providing the customer with a 
position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait or opt to have a call returned (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, 
lines 11-16) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the method of regulating access to a website as taught by Ellis and Chang 
while placing the customer in a queue as taught by Lee in order to allow the customer to make 
informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col. 2, lines 11-16). 

Claim 3 1 , 34-35 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis, Chang et al, and Lee. 
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Regarding claim 31, the method of claim 29, wherein scheduling comprises providing the 
customer with an appointment (Chang: col. 3, lines 42-45, col. 4, lines 7-1 1). 

Regarding claim 34, the method of claim 32, further comprising providing a customer with 
updated position information (Lee: col. 6, lines 20-26). 

Regarding claim 35, the method of claim 33, further comprising offering a cancellation and 
rescheduling option upon providing updated position information (Lee: col 2, lines 4-16). 

Regarding claim 32, 

The Ellis and Chang references teaches the method of regulating access to a website. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly mention a tag on the customer system 
but do mention session information. 

The Colby reference teaches leaving a tag on the customer system and providing the 
customer with a finite time for which the tag is valid (Colby: col 27, lines 7-18). 

The Colby reference further teaches this invention overcomes problems with no control 
over who accesses a stream or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create a method for regulating access to a web site as taught by Ellis and Chang 
while employing a tag to the customer as taught by Colby in order to control who access a stream 
or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8). 

Regarding claim 36, 

The Ellis reference teaches a method for regulating access to a web site (Ellis: col. 4, 
lines 56-65), the method comprising the steps of: 

determining if the web site has sufficient capacity to handle a customer (Ellis: col. 7, 
lines 23-41); and 

determining whether a customer has previously scheduled access to the web site (Ellis: 
col. 6, lines 39-43). 
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The Ellis reference does not explicitly disclose scheduling access of the customer to the 
web site if insufficient capacity is found. 

The Chang reference teaches scheduling access of the customer to the web site if 
insufficient capacity is found (Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31). 

The Chang reference further teaches the system allows downloads and accesses at later 
specified times when rates are lower or traffic is reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, lines 
64-67). 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the internet customer access system as taught by Ellis while employing 
scheduling of access as taught by Chang in order to specify a time to access or download when 
traffic or rates are reduced (Chang: col. 1, lines 44-49; col. 2, liens 64-67). 

Claim 37, 40 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis, Chang et al, and Colby et al. 

Regarding claim 37, the method of claim 36, wherein scheduling access comprises scheduling an 
appointment for the customer (Chang: col. 3, lines 42-45, col. 4, lines 7-1 1). 

Regarding claim 40, the method of claim 36, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if sufficient capacity is found (Ellis: col. 7, lines 39-43). 

Regarding claim 38, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach the method of claim 36, of scheduling access 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state the use assigning of a customer to a 

queue. 

The Lee reference teaches assigning the customer a position in a queue (Lee: col. 3, lines 

35-41). 

The Lee reference further teaches the invention allows the customer to make informed 
decisions about whether to wait or opt to have a call returned (Lee: col. 1 , lines 24-40; col. 2, 
lines 11-16) 
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Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create the method of regulating access to a website as taught by Ellis and Chang 
while placing the customer in a queue as taught by Lee in order to allow the customer to make 
informed decisions (Lee: col. 1, lines 24-40; col 2, lines 11-16). 

Regarding claim 39, 

The Ellis and Chang references teach the method of claim 36, of scheduling access to a 
website. 

The Ellis and Chang references do not explicitly state the providing the customer with a 

tag. 

The Colby reference teaches providing the customer with a tag (Colby: col. 27, lines 7- 

18). 

The Colby reference further teaches this invention overcomes problems with no control 
over who accesses a stream or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8) 

Therefore it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to create a method for regulating access to a web site as taught by Ellis and Chang 
while employing a tag to the customer as taught by Colby in order to control who access a stream 
or logs into a server (Colby: col. 3, lines 1-8). 

Claims 41-44 are rejected under the same rationale given above. In the rejections set 
fourth, the examiner will address the additional limitations and point to the relevant teachings of 
Ellis and Colby et al. 

Regarding claim 41, the method of claim 36, wherein determining whether a customer has 
previously scheduled access to the web site comprises determining whether a customer has a tag 
(Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18; Ellis: col. 6, lines 39-43). 

Regarding claim 42, the method of claim 41, further comprising redirecting the customer to the 
web site if the tag is valid (Ellis: col. 7, lines 39-47; Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 




Application/Control Number: 09/713,292 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2155 

Regarding claim 43, the method of claim 42, further comprising performing scheduling 
operations if the tag is expired (Chang: col. 3, lines 27-31; Colby: col. 27, lines 7-18). 



Regarding claim 44, the method of claim 43, further comprising performing update processing if 
the tag is not yet valid and is not yet expired (Colby: col. 7, lines 7-18). 



Prior Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U. S. Patent No. 6,012,086 issued to Lowell. Lowell teaches download streams like of 
music or video with appointment style settings. 

U. S. Patent No. 6,347,328 issued to Harper et al. Harper teaches the site is foil message 
when the main servers slots are all filled up. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin R Bruckart whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0324. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-5:30 PM with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (703) 308-6662. The fax phone numbers for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular 

communications and After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 

should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-0324. 

Benjamin R Bruckart 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2155 

brb Xfr* J 

April 13,2004 



HOSAIN ALAM 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



